REMARKS 

The following remarks are provided in response to the Office Action ("office 
action") mailed June 17, 2008 in which the office action: 

• rejected claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

• rejected claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, and 20 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US 7,134,138 to Lambert (hereinafter Lambert) in view of US 
7,194,762 to Challener et al. (hereinafter Challener). 

The Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the above referenced patent 
application for the following reasons: 

Claims 1-2. 4-10. 12-18 and 20 rejection under 35 U.S.C. $112. first paragraph 

Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 

Independent claims 1 and 9, from which claims 2, 4-8, 10 and 12-16 depend, 
includes the element, "the delegated environment is an environment to which the master 
owner token is not communicated .'" Independent claim 17, from which claims 18 and 20 
depend, recites a similar element. The office action states that the "specification does not 
limit the claimed the delegated environment is an environment to which the master owner 
token is not communicated.'" {See office action, p. 3, first paragraph.) 

On the contrary, the specification does indeed support the claimed element, 
"wherein the delegated environment is an environment to which the master owner token 
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is not communicated." Citing § 2163 of the M.P.E.P., 

"To comply with the written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
para. 1 each claim limitation must be expressly, implicitly , or inherently 
supported in the originally filed disclosure. When an explicit limitation in 
a claim "is not present in the written description whose benefit is sought it 
must be shown that a person of ordinary skill would have understood, at 
the time the patent application was filed, that the description requires that 
limitation." Hyatt v. Boone, 146 F.3d 1348, 1353, 47 USPQ2d 1128, 1131 
(Fed. Cir. 1998)." (§ 2163 of the M.P.E.P. Emphasis added.) 

The Applicants respectfully assert that the element, "wherein the delegated environment 

is an environment to which the master owner token is not communicated" is present in 

the originally filed written description both expressly and implicitly. The specification 



"In one embodiment, there is correspondence between environments and 
tokens. An environment controls a token (master or delegate) if that 
environment is the only environment that is given access to that 
token ." In an example, "an environment can control a token by having 
the user input the token into the environment." {See Applicants' 
specification, p. 6, lines 23-29.) 

It follows that, in the embodiment disclosed, if a master token were communicated to a 

delegated environment, either the master token would no longer be a master token, as 

defined above, or the delegated environment would no longer be a delegated 

environment, as is also defined above. That is, the master owner token is not 

communicated to the delegated environment. Thus, there is explicit support for the 

claimed element, "wherein the delegated environment is an environment to which the 

master owner token is not communicated." 

Furthermore, in the embodiment disclosed, an environment can control a token by 

having the user input the token into the environment , as recited above. One of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time would have understood that user input of a token to an 
environment is a form of communication of the token to the environment. The user input 
and, hence, the communication is limited by the definitions above for types of tokens and 
corresponding environments, as disclosed in the specification. For example, if a master 
token were input by a user to a delegated environment, either the master token would no 
longer be a master token, as defined above, or the delegated environment would no 
longer be a delegated environment, as is also defined above. That is, the master owner 
token is not communicated to the delegated environment. Accordingly, there is implicit 
support for the claimed element, "wherein the delegated environment is an environment 
to which the master owner token is not communicated.'" Thus, claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 
and 20 comply with the written description requirement. 

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to remove the 
rejection of claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 and 20. 

Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, and 20 rejection under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 

Claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lambert in view of Challener. 

Independent claims 1 and 9, from which claims 2, 4-8, 10 and 12-16 depend, 
include the element, "the delegated environment is an environment to which the master 
owner token is not communicated ." Independent claim 17, from which claims 18 and 20 
depend, recites a similar element. 

The office action relies solely on Lambert to disclose the portion of the claims 
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that state, i.e. to anticipate the element, "wherein the delegated environment is an 

environment to which the master owner token is not communicated." However, Lambert 

fails to anticipate this element. Citing § 2131.01 of the M.P.E.P., 

""A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the 
claim is found, either expressly or inherently described , in a single prior 
art reference." Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 
628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987)." (§ 2163 of the 
M.P.E.P. Emphasis added.) 

Thus, if a single reference is used reject an element of a claim, that single reference must 

disclose the element either expressly or inherently. Lambert does neither. The office 

action points out, Lambert "does not suggest the parent token is communicated to the 

delegated environment since the focus is the restricted token that is associated to a 

process/software.'''' {See office action, p. 4, last paragraph.) However, the lack of 

suggestion referred to by the office action is certainly not an explicit disclosure that 

the parent token of Lambert is not communicated to the delegated environment, because 

it is not stated explicitly that this is the case. Furthermore, the lack of suggestion in 

Lambert is also not an inherent disclosure that the parent token of Lambert is not 

communicated to the delegated environment, because none of the technical features 

disclosed by Lambert would restrict the parent token of Lambert from being 

communicated to the delegated environment. Accordingly Lambert fails to disclose 

"wherein the delegated environment is an environment to which the master owner token 

is not communicated" as taught and claimed by the Applicants. 

Challener is relied on merely to disclose "a method and system for improved 

security password-based access to computer networks," including the use of a "a Trusted 
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Platform Module." {See office action, p. 5, second paragraph.) As such, Challener fails 
to cure the above -noted deficiencies of Lambert. Thus, neither Lambert nor Challener, 
alone or in combination, discloses "the delegated environment is an environment to 
which the master owner token is not communicated," as taught and claimed by the 
Applicants. 

Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to remove the 
rejection of claims 1-2, 4-10, 12-18 and 20. 
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CONCLUSION 



The Applicants submit that they have overcome the office action's rejections of 
the claims and that they have the right to claim the invention as set forth in the listed 
claims. The Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned by telephone 
if it is believed that such contact would further the examination of the present application. 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a)(3), the Applicant(s) hereby request and authorize 
the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to (1) treat any concurrent or future reply that 
requires a petition for extension of time as incorporating a petition for extension of time 
for the appropriate length of time and (2) charge all required fees, including extension of 
time fees and fees under 37 C.F.R. 1.16 and 1.17, to Deposit Account No. 02-2666. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Blakely Sokoloff Taylor & Zafman, L.L.P. 



September 15, 2008 



/Justin K. Brask/ 



Date 



Justin K. Brask 
Reg. No. 61,080 



1279 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085-4040 
Telephone: (503) 439-8778 
Facsimile: (503) 439-6073 
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